
o FAA Tower Registration Number 
o Presence of excess building and tower space to accommodate 

possible duplicate system elements during relocation 
o Call sign(s) and frequencies in operation at the site 
o System type (Single-Site, Simulcast, Back-up, Voted, etc.) 
o If Simulcast, how is this site linked to the other sites? 
o Repeaters: 

Quantity 
For Each 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Typemodel#: 
+ Output (watts) 

o Receive Antennas: 
Quantity 
For Each 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Typemodel# 
+ Voted Receiver? (If yes, please provide detailed 

description) 
o Transmit Antennas: 

Quantity 
ForEach: 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Typemodel# 

o Combiners: 
Quantity 
Foreach: 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Typemodel# 
+ # of cavities 
+ Frequencies used 

o Controller type 
o Controller model # 
o Controlhome channels 
o Control channel rotation scheme (if applicable) 
o Other companies or agencies with units capable of operating on 

this site . organization name 

9 

Number of units programmed for site 
Connection type to other organization’s console, if any 

o Any other information not specifically requested above which may 
affect the cost or logistics of retuning for this site on this site 
(accessibility, power supply, co-tenants, etc.) 

Total number of programmed mobile data terminals (MDTs), divided into 
active units and spare units (your agency) 
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o Manufacturer 
o Modelnumber 

d. Console Information: 
Quantity of console stations 

e. Mutual Aid Information: (If agency owns and maintains any mutual aid system 
or channels on its licensed frequencies) 

For each site: 
o Sitename 
o FAA Tower Registration Number 
o Presence of excess building and tower space to accommodate 

possible duplicate system elements during relocation 
o Call sign(s) and frequencies in operation at the site 
o Repeaters: 

Quantity 
ForEach 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Typemodel#: 
+ Output (watts) 

o Receive Antennas: 
Quantity 
ForEach: 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Type/Model# 
+ Voted Receiver? (If yes, please provide detailed 

description) 
o Transmit Antennas: 

Quantity 
ForEach: 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Type/Model# 

o Combiners: 
Quantity 
Foreach: 

+ Manufacturer 
+ Type/Model# 
+ #ofcavities 
+ Frequencies used 

o Any other information not specifically requested above which may 
affect the cost or logistics of retuning for this site on this site 
(accessibitity, power supply, co-tenants, etc.) 
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f. Any additional information not listed above about any aspect of the 
system@) for which information is being provided that is critical to planning 
the costs and logistics of system relocation, including any funded near-term 
upgrade plans. 

C. Regional Plan Updates: Incumbent Migration Planning: Negotiations, 

(1) For Regions prioritized 1-14 - Within eight months following the 
effective date of this Order (the “Regional Plan Revision Deadline”), the 800 
MHz Regional Planning Committees in Regions prioritized 1-14 shall meet and 
either reconfirm the transfer of the current NPSPAC regional channel plan 
(“Regional Plan”) to the New NPSPAC Block, or shall complete any necessary or 
desired revisions to the plan, consistent with existing FCC rules for revising 
NPSPAC plans; provided, however, that any such changes cannot impact public 
safety licenses outside of the Current NPSPAC block (The “Revised Regional 
Plans”). The frequencies assigned to each NPSPAC Licensee by the Regional 
Planning Committee in the New NPSPAC Block are deemed comparable 
frequencies for the purposes of this Order. All amendments to any Regional Plan 
between the Phase I1 Completion Date and the earlier of (i) the Regional Plan 
Revision Deadline, and (ii) delivery of the applicable Revised Regional Plan to 
the FCC must be coordinated with the RCC, and should be implemented with 
respect to the New NPSPAC Block. Within 60 days of the adoption of a Revised 
Regional Plan, the Phase I1 Planning Committee shall complete coordination with 
the Regional Planning Committee and all affected Incumbent Licensees in the 
development of a regional migration plan for relocation of all Incumbent 
NPSPAC Licensees to the New NPSPAC Block, and relocation of Nextel from 
the New NPSPAC Block to the Current NPSPAC Block (the “Regional Migration 
Plan”). Upon completion of each Regional Migration Plan, the RCC’s Phase I1 
Planning Committee shall certify to Commission. The Regional Migration Plan 
shall address, inter alia, (i) The order of commencement of reprogramming 
among the various licensees in the Region; considering factors such as population, 
geography, system size and complexity, interoperability, and the 
contemporaneous relocation of current public safety licenses in the Guard Band 
(ii) the reprogramming of any mutual aid or regional use frequencies; (iii) the 
timing of Nextel’s termination of network operations on New NPSPAC Block; 
(iv) the timing of Nextel’s commencement of operations on the Current NPSPAC 
Block. Certification of each Regional Migration Plan shall commence a nine- 
month mandatory negotiation period between Nextel and each incumbent licensee 
concerning relocation timing, reimburseable costs and detailed procedures 
specific to each licensee to implement relocation without significant disruption to 
public safety communications services. Once an incumbent licensee and Nextel 
have reached agreement on a relocation plan, the RCC will prepare and file the 
necessary license applications with the Commission on behalf of the affected 
licensees. Applications involving public safety incumbents shall be filed by the 
RCC (or the relevant applicant) with a certified public safety coordinator, which 
will complete a final review and submit the application to the FCC. Public safety 
coordinators are required to submit such applications to the FCC within seven 
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days of receipt by the public safety coordinator. Because the Revised Regional 
Plans will have been previously certified, individual applications shall be 
considered “pre-coordinated” by the Commission, but it is expected that 
individual applications may be subject to 30-day public notice in accordance with 
FCC rules. If Nextel and an incumbent licensee cannot complete a relocation 
agreement within the first four months of the mandatory negotiation period, they 
are required to seek the mediation assistance of the Regional Planning Committee. 
If no agreement is reached at the end of the mandatory nine-month negotiation 
period, either party may initiate a “baseball-type” arbitration process, as described 
in Section II(F). 

(2) For Regions prioritized 15-55 - Within sixteen months following the 
effective date of this Order (the “Regional Plan Revision Deadline”), the 800 
MHz Regional Planning Committees in Regions prioritized 15-55 shall meet and 
either reconfirm the transfer of the current NPSPAC regional channel plan 
(“Regional Plan”) to the New NPSPAC Block, or shall complete any necessary or 
desired revisions to the plan, consistent with existing FCC rules for revising 
NPSPAC plans; provided, however, that any such changes cannot impact public 
safety licenses outside of the Current NPSPAC block (The “Revised Regional 
Plans”). The frequencies assigned to each NPSPAC Licensee by the Regional 
Planning Committee in the New NPSPAC Block are deemed comparable 
frequencies for the purposes of this Order. All amendments to any Regional Plan 
between the Phase I1 Completion Date and the earlier of (i) the Regional Plan 
Revision Deadline, and (ii) delivery of the applicable Revised Regional Plan to 
the FCC must be coordinated with the RCC, and should be implemented with 
respect to the New NPSPAC Block. Within 60 days of the adoption of a Revised 
Regional Plan, the Phase I1 Planning Committee shall complete coordination with 
the Regional Planning Committee and all affected Incumbent Licensees in the 
development of a regional migration plan for relocation of all Incumbent 
NPSPAC Licensees to the New NPSPAC Block, and relocation of Nextel from 
the New NPSPAC Block to the Current NPSPAC Block (the “Regional Migration 
Plan”). Upon completion of each Regional Migration Plan, the RCC’s Phase I1 
Planning Committee shall certify to Commission. The Regional Migration Plan 
shall address, inter alia, (i) The order of commencement of reprogramming 
among the various licensees in the Region; considering factors such as population, 
geography, system size and complexity, interoperability, and the 
contemporaneous relocation of current public safety licenses in the Guard Band 
(ii) the reprogramming of any mutual aid or regional use frequencies; (iii) the 
timing of Nextel’s termination of network operations on New NPSPAC Block; 
(iv) the timing of Nextel’s commencement of operations on the Current NPSPAC 
Block. Certification of each Regional Migration Plan shall commence a thirteen- 
month mandatory negotiation period between Nextel and each incumbent licensee 
concerning relocation timing, reimburseable costs and detailed procedures 
specific to each licensee to implement relocation without significant disruption to 
public safety communications services. Once an incumbent licensee and Nextel 
have reached agreement on a relocation plan, the RCC will prepare and file the 
necessary license applications with the Commission on behalf of the affected 

Appendix C-29 



licensees. Applications involving public safety incumbents shall be filed by the 
RCC (or the relevant applicant) with a certified public safety coordinator, which 
will complete a final review and submit the application to the FCC. Public safety 
coordinators are required to submit such applications to the FCC within seven 
days of receipt by the public safety coordinator. Because the Revised Regional 
Plans will have been previously certified, individual applications shall be 
considered “pre-coordinated” by the Commission, but it is expected that 
individual applications may be subject to 30-day public notice in accordance with 
FCC rules. If Nextel and an incumbent licensee cannot complete a relocation 
agreement within the first six months of the mandatory negotiation period, they 
are required to seek the mediation assistance of the Regional Planning Committee. 
If no agreement is reached at the end of the mandatory ten-month negotiation 
period, either party may initiate a “baseball-type’’ arbitration process, as described 
in Section II.(F). 

D. Relocation Negotiations. During the respective mandatory negotiation period, 
Nextel must provide a complete relocation offer, including: (i) proposed 
replacement frequencies in accordance with the Regional Migration Plan; (ii) 
costs to be reimbursed by the Relocation Fund; (iii) the timing of relocation in 
accordance with the Regional Migration Plan; (iv) proposed relocation agreement 
containing other standard terms and conditions; and (iv) a plan for each relocating 
licensee designed to prevent significant disruption of its operations, especially 
communications relating to the protection of life, health, and property to each 
Incumbent Licensee who has provided Relocation Information, with a copy to the 
RCC (the “Relocation Proposal”). All parties shall respond in a timely and 
reasonable fashion to all relocation proposals, requests for meetings, and other 
correspondence or communication relating to negotiation. The parties shall not be 
obligated to commence actual relocation in any NF’SPAC Planning Region until 
each Incumbent Licensee in the Planning Region has executed a relocation 
agreement. However, relocation may commence earlier by mutual agreement of 
the Phase I1 Planning Committee and the affected Licensee@). 

E. Binding Arbitration. If the parties cannot complete a relocation agreement within 
nine (9) months of the commencement of the mandatory negotiation period for 
Regions prioritized 1-14, and within six months for Regions prioritized 15-55, 
Nextel and the Incumbent licensee shall seek the mediation assistance of the 
Regional Planning Committee or the Phase I1 Planning Committee. If the parties 
cannot complete a relocation agreement within the mandatory negotiation period, 
either party may initiate arbitration. Arbitration shall be conducted by a panel 
established by the Relocation Coordination Committee to review relocation 
proposals in a “Major League Baseball’’-style arbitration: Nextel and the 
Incumbent Licensee will each present a single, best-and-final relocation proposal 
to the panel, which based on the relative merits must choose one of the two 
proposals and present its findings in a reasoned opinion. The decision of the 
panel shall be binding, provided, however, that any decision or portion of a 
decision of the arbitration panel with respect to whether replacement frequencies 
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meet the definition of comparable facilities set forth in this Order may be 
appealed to the Commission. The Commission will give great weight to the 
decision of the arbitration panel in the consideration of any such appeal, and shall 
expedite the adjudication of any such appeal to the greatest extent allowed by law. 
The parties shall execute the relocation agreement within ten (10) days following 
the final arbitration decision. Should a Incumbent NPSPAC Licensee be subject 
to state, municipal or other laws and regulations limiting their participation in 
binding arbitration, the parties shall be directed to undertake all best efforts to 
reconcile any unresolved cost and/or timing issues consistent with applicable state 
and local requirements, including non-binding arbitration subject to review and 
reversal by the FCC. 

F. Costs: All direct, reasonable costs for NPSPAC Licensees shall be subject to 
payment or reimbursement through the Relocation Fund. Upon completion of all 
relocation agreements in a NPSPAC Region, the Regional Planning Committee 
shall send written notice to the Relocation Fund reserving monies equal to the 
aggregate relocation costs for all Incumbent Licensees the Planning Region. The 
Relocation Fund Administrator shall allocate and guarantee availability of those 
funds for that Region. Reimbursable costs shall be similar to those in WT Docket 
No. 93-144. 

G. Failure to Comply. Any Incumbent NPSPAC Licensee who has not provided the 
requested information within the deadlines shall be subject to fines levied by the 
FCC to be deposited in the Relocation Fund. Any prioritized Region 1-14 
Incumbent NPSPAC Licensee which has not executed a relocation agreement 
within 24 months following the date of the relevant Regional Relocation Notice or 
vacated its original frequencies within thirty-three (33) months following the 
effective date of the Order shall be issued a new license by the FCC for the 
replacement frequencies set forth in the applicable Regional Migration Plan, and 
given thirty days to relocate, combined with either (i) involuntary license 
cancellation by the FCC; or (ii) permanent modification of the subject license by 
the Commission to secondary status. Any prioritized Region 15-55 Incumbent 
NPSPAC Licensee which has not executed a relocation agreement within 31 
months following the effective date of the Order or vacated its original 
frequencies within forty-two (42) months following the effective date of the Order 
shall be issued a new license by the FCC for the replacement frequencies set forth 
in the applicable Regional Migration Plan, and given thirty days to relocate, 
combined with either (i) involuntary license cancellation by the FCC; or (ii) 
permanent modification of the subject license by the Commission to secondary 
status. Should an Incumbent NPSPAC Licensee be unable to vacate its original 
frequencies within the deadlines established herein due to circumstances beyond 
its control and has exhibited best efforts to meet any applicable deadline, the 
Incumbent NPSPAC Licensee may seek an extension of the relocation period. 
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APPENDIX D 

REALIGNMENT TIMELINE 



800 MHZ CONSENSUS PLAN REALIGNMENT TIMELINE 
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APPENDIX E 

SAMPLE REALIGNMENT PRIORITIZATION 
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55 NPSPAC REGIONS 
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Sample Prioritization for 55 NPSPAC Regions 

42 
43 29 
44 50 
45 27 
46 1 1 

26Nebraska 1578385 
New Mexico 1515069 
Texas-E1 Paso 1440485 
Nevada 1201833 
Hawaii 11 08229 
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APPENDIX F - 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

FOR 

POST-REALIGNMENT INTERFERENCE MITIGATION 



POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR 
POST-REALIGNMENT INTERFERENCE MITIGATION 

1. Introduction. 

a. Consensus Plan Interference Mitigation. The Consensus Plan would substantially eliminate 
the current incidence of CMRS - public safety interference in the 800 MHz band. As described 
in Nextel’s September 23 comments,’ the Consensus Plan will reduce the probability of current 
CMRS - public safety intermodulation interference by more than 90 percent for many current 
NPSPAC licensees, and by as much as 65 percent for public safety licensees in the non-cellular 
block remaining closest to the new cellular channel block. Interference issues related to out-of - 
band emissions (“OOBE”) will be virtually eliminated outside of the new 800 MHz Guard Band. 

b. Post-Realignment Rules. The Consensus Parties propose, therefore, that the Commission 
adopt the following policies and procedures to address the remaining incidents of CMRS - 
public safety interference upon completion of the Consensus Plan realignment in a NPSPAC 
Region? For purposes of these provisions, realignment will be considered complete when all 
public safety, B/ILT, and high-site SMR licensees in a Region are relocated as required by the 
Consensus Plan and Nextel is licensed for the 816-824/861-869 MHz block in that Region. 

1.1 Interference Mitigation During Realignment: During the period from the adoption of the 
First Report and Order until realignment is completed all affected parties shall conform to the 
following procedures and actions set forth in the Best Practices Guide to mitigate CMRS - 
public safety interference. All licensees in the 800 MHz band operating low-site cellular systems 
are equally obligated to participate in responding to interference complaints and for mitigating 
their contribution to actual interference. Any licensee that does not receive the cooperation of 
CMRS licensees with sites within 5000 feet of the alleged area of interference are encouraged to 
use the FCC’s informal complaint process to compel cooperation. 

1.2 Definition of interference. Upon completion of 800 MHz realignment in a Region, CMRS - 
public safety interference will be defined as a reduction in the ratio of the desired signal to 
undesired signals and noise below a minimum recommended value. 

1.2.1 Voice Systems. For voice systems, the minimum recommended CD+N value for 
defining interference will be a C/I+N of 20 dB. 

1.2.2 Non-Voice Systems. For non-voice public safety communications systems, the 
equipment manufacturer will supply the minimum recommended C/I+N value. 

September 23,2002 Comments of Nextel Communications, Inc. at page 6. 

These policies and procedures would also apply to interference between non-public 

1 

2 

safety noise limited systems in the non-cellular block and CMRS systems. 
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1.3 CMRS - Public Safety Interference Mechanisms. The two primary mechanisms creating 
interference from 800 MHz CMRS operations to noise-limited systems (“NLS”) in the 851-861 
MHz range are as follows: 

a. An increase in the noise floor in end-user receiver equipment in a NLS due to OOBE 
from nearby CMRS transmitters. Post-realignment, the Consensus Plan requires that 
CMRS sites be designed with increased filtering -- which they will now be able to 
implement due to the realignment -- and which should virtually eliminate CMRS - public 
safety interference resulting from OOBE. 

b. The formation of intermodulation products in NLS receivers originating from 
relatively strong off-frequency signals from nearby CMRS transmitters. Intermodulation 
products may result from insufficient receiver attenuation of the off-frequency CMRS 
signal, high individual or composite CMRS signal strength in the immediate area of 
interference (aggregate on-street CMRS signals above approximately -40 dBm are more 
likely to cause intermodulation products in 800 MHz public safety receivers), or various 
combination of these factors. 

2. Rights and responsibilities. These policies and procedures will clarify the rights and 
responsibilities of various entities that will be operating in the 800 MHz spectrum after 
realignment is completed. The 800 MHz spectrum, for the purposes of this discussion, covers all 
users operating base stations transmitting in the range 851-895 MHz. 

2.1 Rj&. Upon the completion of realignment in a Region, all operators of base station 
transmitters in the range 851-859 MHz will have the following interference protections: 

2.1.1. System Transmittine in the Ranee 851-859 MHz. Operators of base station transmitters in 
the range 851-859 MHz will be entitled to operate free from measurable interference, as defined 
in Section 1.2, caused by CMRS operations above 861 MHz. 

a. Existine Systems. “Existing” public safety communications systems and other non- 
cellular block licensees, i ,e . ,  those under construction or in operation as of the 
effective date of the Report and Order in this Docket, shall be protected from CMRS 
-public safety interference to a measured desired signal level of -98 dBm in the area 
of interference. The technique for making this measurement will be included in the 
revised Best Practices Guide in 3.0. 

b. New or Replacement Systems. Public safety systems and other non-cellular block 
licensees constructed after the effective date of the Report and Order herein, or 
systems replaced, modified or upgraded after that date, shall be protected from CMRS 
-public safety interference to a measured desired signal level of -95 dBm in the area 
of interference. The technique for making this measurement will be included in the 
revised Best Practices Guide in 3.0 

c. Reliability Considerations. For either “existing” systems and “new or replacement 
systems,” the interference protection established here will be based on an area 
coverage probability of 95%. If the system in question was designed to a greater 
level of coverage probability, the operator will be entitled to operate free from 

Appendix F-2 



measurable interference at that higher level, provided that the system operator 
documents that the system was built to achieve a higher coverage probability. 

d. Interference Protection Adiustment. If the public safety communications system or 
other non-cellular block licensee being evaluated was designed with a C/I+N 
requirement greater than 20 dB, the applicable interference threshold specified above 
will be adjusted on a dB for dB basis as required to meet the C/I+N requirement of 
the system (e.g. a system requiring a C/I+N of 35 dB would be required to deliver 15 
dB more signal in the apparent interference area than a system requiring a 20 dB 
C/I+N). 

2.1.2 Systems Transmitting in the Range 859-861 MHz. Operators of non-cellular base station 
transnlitters in the range 859-861 MHz (the 800 MHz Guard Band) will be entitled to operate 
free of CMRS - public safety interference to the same extent as set forth in Section 2.1.1, for 
licensees operating between 85 1-859 MHz; except that, the interference protection thresholds 
will increase as the frequency of the desired signal rises from 859 to 861 MHz. The interference 
thresholds will rise linearly from 0 dB at 859 MHz to 6 dB at 859.5 MHz, and to 33 dB at 860.5 
MHz and for all frequencies between 860.5 and 861.0 h4Hz. 

2.1.3. CMRS Operator’s Resoonse Obligation. In the event a public safety or other non-cellular 
communications operator reasonably believes, based on generally accepted engineering analysis, 
that it is experiencing CMRS - public safety interference at a specific location or locations, all 
potentially interfering CMRS licensees within 5,000 feet of the interference area are required to 
cooperate fully with the public safety operator to respond to, test, analyze and determine the 
cause of the reported interference. Specific response requirements are detailed further in Section 
3, herein. 

2.1.3 System Transmitting in the Range 861-895 MHz. Upon an allegation that the licensee is 
causing, in whole or in part, CMRS - public safety interference at 800 MHz, the licensee of an 
interference-limited system in the range 861-895 MHz will be entitled to a timely determination 
of responsibility for interference contribution utilizing a standardized, repeatable analysis with 
calibrated test equipment and based on the definition of interference in Section 1.1, as measured 
at the location of interference. 

2.2 800 MHz Licensee Responsibilities. All parties operating base station transmitters in the 
range 851-895 MHz have responsibilities as part of the continued granting of their licenses, and 
the continued granting of type acceptance for equipment manufacturers. 

2.2.1 Protection of data. All parties to any interference analysis or mitigation shall treat any and 
all data exchanged as part of an interference analysis or mitigation action as covered by a non- 
disclosure agreement, regardless of whether a non-disclosure agreement has been signed by the 
parties. 

2.2.2 Systems Transmitting in the Range 851-861 MHz. All licensees/operators of noise- 
limited systems shall, as a condition of the continued authorization of their licenses, comply with 
the following responsibilities: 
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a. If a licensee initiates a CMRS -public safety interference complaint, the licensee shall 
participate in the analysis of the complaint and shall provide to the other entities 
information about the system being interfered with, in accordance with the response 
times and procedures established in Section 3.0, below. 

b. The complaining licensee shall ensure that its system that is being interfered with is 
current with regard to maintenance and service bulletins from the equipment 
manufacturer. This does not mean that the equipment must be the latest generation 
available from the manufacturer; a system is deemed to be current if the system and its 
components are up-to-date per manufacturer service or maintenance bulletins regarding 
the system, its hardware and software, including both the infrastructure and the subscriber 
units. 

c. If, as a result of analysis conducted per Section 3.0, it is established that the system 
being interfered with does not meet the required minimum desired signal levels, as 
defined in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, for systems operating below 861 MHz, the system 
being interfered with shall be modified to operate in accordance with these signal 
requirements in the area of the purported interference. A CMRS operator is not required 
to make any adjustments or modifications to its communications system to mitigate the 
complained-of interference, unless the complaining system is operating in accordance 
with the applicable required minimum signal levels in the area of purported interference. 

1. Although CMRS licensees are not required to modify their systems if the NLS 
does not meet the required signal levels established herein, the Consensus Parties 
encourage CMRS operators to assist public safety licensees in providing reliable 
life safety communications services to the extent that such assistance does not 
degrade CMRS service capacity or quality, is of a temporary or interim nature, or 
is otherwise acceptable to the CMRS licensee. 

d. NLS licensees shall design new system andor replacement or upgraded systems for 
the range 851-861 MHz using the thresholds in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, depending on 
where the system transmitting frequencies are assigned. 

2.2.3 ODerators transmitting in the range 861-895 MHz. As a condition of the continued 
authorization of their licenses, all operators transmitting in the range 861-895 MHz shall have 
the following responsibilities: 

a. The operator shall maintain an organization to respond to interference complaints 
according to response times and procedures in Section 3.0. This organization shall 
maintain (1) staff, (2) equipment, (3) budget, and (4) authority to (a) respond to 
complaints, (b) carry out analysis in conjunction with complainants and other entities, 
and (c) mitigate interference where the analysis indicates that the operator is a 
contributor. The operator shall certify to the FCC that this organization is in place and 
shall specify how the operator can be notified of an interference complaint within 60 days 
of the effective date of the Report and Order. 
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b. If the operator is identified as a potential contributor to an interference complaint, 
respond to the complaint according to response times and procedures in Section 3.0. 

c. To the extent that mitigation of interference requires reduction in on-street power by 
more than one operator, all operators shall reduce power equally. 

2.2.4 Equiument manufacturers. Within nine months the effective date of the Report and Order 
herein, each 800 MHz equipment manufacturer shall establish a standard, repeatable method for 
assessing interference to existing non-voice equipment developed by them and designed for use 
in the 851-861 MHz range. Manufacturers shall include in all new system designs, and provide 
to the licensee, the necessary processes and measurements to analyze the performance of the 
system as it is affected by potential interferors. 

3.0 Resolving Interference. 

a. Revised Best Practices Guide. The Consensus Parties recommend that the 
Commission direct the formation of a working group composed of representatives of all affected 
CMRS carriers, public safety licensees, private wireless and H-SMR licensees, equipment 
manufacturers, 800 MHz system designers and 800 MHz frequency coordinators. The 
Commission would charge the working group with responsibility for developing, publishing and 
submitting to the Commission, within one year of its initiation, a revised Best Practices Guide 
for Mitigating CMRS - public safety interference at 800 MHz. The working group would 
operate through consensus procedures. The Revised Best Practices Guide should establish 
procedures for notification, analysis, and mitigation of interference by entities operating below 
861 MHz after realignment is completed. These procedures should address, at a minimum the: 
(a) steps to be followed and the timelines to be supported, (b) requirements for equipment 
calibration, (c) requirements for documentation, (d) obligations of all parties to participate in 
good faith, (e) obligations of all contributors to an interference problem to contribute both time 
and resources to the solution and to provide the specific data necessary to conclusive analysis 
and interference mitigation, and (0 provisions to prohibit frivolous complaints and complaints 
made in bad faith. 

b. Measurement Criteria. To facilitate implementation of the post-realignment 
interference protections set forth herein, the Consensus Parties also recommend that the revised 
Best Practices Guide define the specific measurement procedures and statistical analysis to be 
applied to any interference complaint. These techniques must be traceable to standard statistical 
and propagation-prediction techniques already in use by all system designers in the 851-895 
MHz range. The Revised Best Practices Guide should contain provisions to assure that 
measurement procedures are applied equally to all signals involved in any interference 
complaint; standard statistical methodology should also be set forth and required to be applied to 
all measurements to arrive at the weighted measurements for the desired signal and all potential 
interferors. 

3.1 Initial notification. A licensee in the 851-861 MHz range seeking the participation of 
licensees in the 861-895 MHz range in evaluating an alleged interference occurrence shall post a 
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standard interference complaint to an e-mail box operated jointly by the operators above 861 
MHz. This complaint shall contain (a) the specific geographical location where the interference 
is occurring in terms of latitude and longitude, (b) the FCC license information for the offended 
party, and (c) the offended party’s point of contact (“POC”) for technical information. 

3.2 Initial response. All operators above 861 MHz shall respond to the complaint within two 
business days and shall indicate whether they have equipment operating within 5000 feet of the 
location of the alleged interference. This equipment may be either cell site equipment or 
repeaters. 

3.3 On-site analysis. The complaining entity’s technical POC shall contact the potential 
contributors and mange for an on-site analysis to take place within five business days (or later, 
at the discretion of the complaining entity). All potential contributors to the interference shall 
support the analysis effort. On the agreed-on day the complaining entity’s technical POC and the 
POCs from the potential contributors shall conduct the analysis according to the previously- 
defined procedures as established in the Revised Best Practices Guide. 

3.5 Mitigation steps. When the analysis results show that (a) the system being interfered with 
meets the minimum signal level requirements of Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 and (b) the potential 
contributors are interfering with the system in question, the contributors to the interference shall 
correct the interference per industry-standard mitigation techniques. The Revised Best Practices 
Guide will reflect the current state of industry knowledge. If the analysis shows that a suspected 
contributor is not part of an interference problem, the suspected contributor will be relieved of 
responsibility for correcting interference at that site. If the analysis shows that a suspected 
contributor is causing interference, that entity shall contribute to resolving the interference. The 
resolution of the interference shall be documented and copies provided to each contributor and 
the complaining agency. 

3.6 Division of responsibility for mitigation. 
mitigating interference according to procedures developed in the Revised Best Practices Guide. 

3.7 Active management. If mitigation of interference at a site requires that contributors make 
changes which are easily reversed (e.g., changing of transmitter frequencies to avoid 
intermodulation (“IM) product formation on a particular frequency, or a reduction in on-street 
power) then the contributor making the change shall coordinate both with the other contributors 
and the complaining entity before making further changes to the site. 

3.8 Interference from equipment not belonging to CMRS providers. If the interference is found 
to be caused by something other than the equipment belonging to a CMRS provider (e.g. a bi- 
directional amplifier [“BDA”] installed by a 3rd party), the owner of the equipment shall be 
responsible for mitigating the interference. 

4.0 Equipment and System Standards. For long-term interference mitigation, the Consensus 
Parties propose that the Commission adopt the following testing and receiver quality standards: 

Contributors shall divide responsibility for 
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4.1 Receiver Testinn Standards. Specifications for, and evaluations of, public safety land 
mobile receivers are currently based on TIA standards. These standards are designed to evaluate 
the receiver at signal levels very close to the receiver noise floor. These standards were adequate 
where receivers would not be exposed in normal operation to any signals that rose far above the 
noise floor. The RF environment has changed, however. As the Commission stated in its Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking: on-street signal levels from CMRS and other operators can approach 
or even exceed -30 dBm, both in the spectrum allocation for which the receiver was designed 
and in adjacent allocations. 

To account for this change in the RF environment, receiver testing standards shall be expanded 
to address at least the following: 

a. Standardized, precise, repeatable defmition of receiver overload, and a test to 
determine the composite RF level where this takes place. 

b. Change in characterization of all interference rejection specifications to address 
adjacent-channel interferers having (a) discrete constant-amplitude sidebands, (b) 
essentially constant-amplitude spectral energy distribution across the adjacent channel, 
rather than discrete sidebands, (c) discrete sidebands with amplitude variations of no less 
than 10 dF3, and (d) constant spectral energy distribution across the adjacent channel with 
an amplitude variation of no less than 10 dB. 

c. Characterization of 31d-order IM product growth as contributor signals rise to at least - 
25 dBm per contributor in 5 dB steps. 

d. Characterization of Sth-order IM product growth as contributor signals rise to at least - 
25 dBm per contributor in 5 dB steps 

e. Characterization of front-end filter responses to signals in adjacent allocations. This 
characterization should be a curve rather than a single number. For 800 MHz receivers, 
the characterization should extend upward from the top of the public-safety allocation to 
no less than 940 MHz. For 700 MHz receivers, the characterization should extend 
downward by a similar amount. If the characterization changes with temperature, curves 
should be provided for no less than 3 equally-spaced points across the temperature 
spectrum for which the radio is rated. 

The Consensus Parties recommend that the Commission’s amend its Rules to establish 
the dates by which (a) manufacturers shall be required to satisfy these characterization standards, 
and (b) the penalties to be imposed on manufacturers for failing to provide this information 

4.1.1 Receiver auality standards. For long-term interference mitigation, the Consensus Parties 
propose that the Commission adopt the following receiver quality standards: 

NPRM at para. 77 3 
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a. Receivers that meet the existing TIA Class A receiver specifications will receive full 
protection down to a desired signal level as outlined in Sections 2.1.1 and 52.1.2 

b. Any receiver, whether existing or new, whose specifications fail to meet the Class A 
receiver specifications will be protected to a higher desired signal level than that outlined 
in Section 2.l.land Section 2.1.2. The amount of increase above the level indicated in 
Sections 2.1.1 and Section 2.1.2 will vary depending on the interference mechanism in 
question and will be determined by the amount of desired signal increase necessary to 
restore the receiver in question to the same C/I+N ratio as a Class A receiver in the same 
interference environment. 

c. Since the post-rebanding environment, unlike the current environment, sets the stage 
for receivers serving users in the 851-861 MHz range to be designed to filter out signals 
in adjacent allocations, and since such filtering will greatly lessen the likelihood that 
public safety receivers will experience interference from stronger signals in adjacent 
allocations, the Consensus Parties recommend that the FCC establish through regulation a 
requirement for rejection of signals in adjacent allocations with numerical targets and 
schedules for implementation. This regulatory target and schedule should be established 
after consultation with manufacturers and induspy experts, but should set the expectation 
that (a) the rejection provided by current 800 MHz-only receivers is insufficient and will 
not be acceptable and (b) any receiver whose measured rejection of adjacent-allocation 
signals is worse than that provided by 800 MHz-only receivers will receive less 
consideration for interference protection than that provided herein, with specifics 
determined on a case-by-case basis by the difference in performance between the receiver 
in question and current 800 MHz-only receivers. 

4.1.2 Out-of-band emissions (OOBE) for base station transmitters in the 861-895 MHz band. 
The Consensus Parties recommend that the Commission amend its rules to require (a) all base 
station transmitters and associated combining equipment operating between 861-895 MHz 
suppress OOBE noise by no less than 43 + 10 log (P) dBc, where P is average transmitter power 
in watts, at the edges of the spectrum allocation for the transmitter in question and (b) the OOBE 
noise allowed in (a) be further reduced by (1) no less than 15 dB at 860.0 MHz, (2) no less than 
30 dB at 859.5 MHz, and (3) no less than 45 dB on all frequencies between 851 and 859 MHz. 
The FCC should also clarify the measurement bandwidth for the OOBE measurement. 

4.1.3 Requirement to consider current RF environment. The Consensus Parties recommend that 
the Commission amend its rules to require that (a) new RF communications hardware systems 
and system designs using licensed spectrum in the 851-861 MHz range must account for the 
existence of wireless communications systems in adjacent allocations that may use interference- 
limited network architectures with relatively strong composite on-street signal strengths expected 
for such deployments, and that systems to be operated in the 851-861 MHz range shall be 
designed to operate successfully in the presence of such deployments. The Consensus Parties 
further recommend that the Commission, as part of this regulation activity, and in conjunction 
with the receiver quality changes in 4.1 .IC, solicit comment from equipment manufacturers, 
system designers, and system operators on methods, transition schedules, and necessary rule 
changes (e.g., modifying the 40 dBu contour limit) to achieve this regulatory requirement, 
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bearing in mind that the changes made must be the minimum necessary to achieve the regulatory 
goal, without forcing existing operators in the 851-861 MHz allocation to implement 
interference-limited designs themselves. The intent of this recommendation is to require 
equipment manufacturers, system designers, and system operators to take full advantage of the 
potential for enhancing interference rejection afforded by the removal of the interleaving 
between noise-limited and interference-limited operations in the 851-861 MHz range while not 
requiring operators in that range to switch to interference-limited designs themselves. 

a. Bi-Directional Amplifiers C‘BDAs”). The Commission should modify Section 
90.219 of its Rules to permit additional flexibility in the use of BDAs to solve 
localized coverage problems in light of the deinterleaving of the 851 - 861 MHz 
spectrum. 
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